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DOMESTIC CORPORATIONS. 
CALIFORNIA. 


STOCKHOLDERS’ LIABILITY. The Supreme Court ot California, in 
Harrison v. Armour, 147 Pac. 1166, again holds that where stock is issued for less 
than its par value stockholders are liable to creditors of the corporation for the dif- 
ference between the par value and the amount actually paid; but where stock is 
exchanged for property the valuation of the property fixed by the parties is con- 
clusive, unless fraudulent, and, it fraudulent, the actual value of the property will 
control. For other cases see Journal No. 43. The stock of California corporations 
is never non-assessable. After the full par value has been paid assessments may 
be levied by the directors to pay debts, carry on business or extend operations. (Civil 
Code, Sec. 332, 65 Cal. 193). The words “full paid and non-assessable”’ on stock 
certificates are of doubtful value but see, however, Green v. Abietine Medical Co. 
96 Cal. 322 and Stockton v. Houser, 109 Cal. 7. 


CONNECTICUT. 


DIRECTORS’ MEETINGS OUT OF STATE. Hereafter ‘“‘a record shall 
be made of all proceedings had at any meeting of the directors held without the 
State. Such record shall be certified by the presiding officer and the secretary or 
clerk of said meeting, and the same shall be entered upon the records of such cor- 
poration.” H. B. 236, Laws of 1915, amending Sec. 22, Ch. 194, Laws of 1903. 


LIABILITY OF STOCKHOLDERS. Under the Connecticut Statutes, 
which requfre stockholders to pay par value for their stock, the fact that creditors 
of the corporation knew that its stock was not fully paid does not deprive them 
of the right to enforce the liability of stockholders for unpaid subscriptions. Rosoff 
v. Gilbert Transportation Company, 221 Fed. 972. 


KANSAS. 


RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSFER OF STOCK. In direct contravention to 
the ruling of the Massachusetts court that restrictions on the transfer of stock are 
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lawful—see Longyear vs. Hardman—Supreme Judicial Court of Mass. (referred 
to in Journal No. 46) is the attitude of the Supreme Court of Kansas in Steele vs. 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Mutual Telephone Ass’n, 148 Pac. Rep. 661. In the latter 
case the court held that the provisions of the defendants’ constitution forbidding 
a stockholder to sell his stock unless he first offer it for sale to the company were 
void. It also said “‘shares of stock are personal estate vendible at will, and the 
corporation possesses no franchise to impose other conditions or disqualifications.”’ 
“The sale of his stock by a stockholder of a corporation is not an affair of the cor- 
poration at all, * * * and a contract of the corporation with its stockholders 
creating the right to limit future ownership of stock and future membership in 
the corporation is as much beyond the power of the board of directors as a by-law 
to the same effect.” 


MASSACHUSETTS. 


STOCKHOLDERS’ RIGHT TO INSPECT BOOKS. A Delaware corpora- 
tion doing business in Massachusetts was mandamused by a stockholder to exhibit 
to him its minute book, stock book, papers and contracts relating to its organization, 
sale of stock and acquisition of property, and a statement of all receipts and expen- 
ditures. 


The Delaware corporation had a provision in its by-laws reading as follows: 


“The directors shall determine from time to time, whether, and, if 
allowed, when and under what conditions and regulations the accounts 
and books of the corporation (except such as may by statute be specifically 
oper to inspection) or any of them shall be open to the inspection of the 
stockholders, and the stockholders’ rights in this respect are and shall 
be restricted and limited accordingly.” 


The court stated that since no provision of the statutes or of the corporation’s 
charier authorizing the corporation to bind the stockholders by such by-law had 
been shown and no evidence of the common law of Delaware had been introduced 
at the trial, the court would follow the common law of Massachusetts. The court 
then held (1) that it had jurisdiction over the corporation because the latter had 
applied for and received authority to do business under the laws of the state; (2) 
that the by-law was invalid and unenforceable and (3) that the common law gives 
the stockholder the right to inspect and make copies of or extracts from the books 
and records of the corporation so long as he is acting in good faith and for a proper 
purpose. The statutory right of inspection given to stockholders by Stat. 1903, C. 
437, Sec. 30, was not considered in this case as the Court presumed that it applied only 
to domestic corporations. Klotz v. Pan-American Match Co., 108 N. E. 764. 


MINNESOTA. 


DIRECTORS’ ACTS. Where a director of a corporation engaged the services 
of an employe for the company, the Court held that, having acted without express 
authority, he could not bind the company by such a contract, as directors represent 
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the corporation only when acting in meeting as a board. The separate individual 
action of the persons composing the board is not the act of the board or of the cor- 
poration. Pink v. Metropolitan Milk Co., 152 N. W. 725. 


MISSOURI. 


ANTI-TRUST AFFIDAVIT. A corporation may be compelled to forfeit 
its charter for failure to file with the Secretary of State the annual affidavit, required 
by Sec. 10322 Missouri Rev. Stat. 1909, that it has not entered into any “‘pool, 
trust, agreement, combination, confederation or understanding’’ to fix prices. 
United States Supreme Court in Mallinckrodt Chemical Works, vs. State of Missouri 
ex rel, Jones, June 1, 1915 (not yet reported) affirming the judgment of the Supreme 
Court of the State of Missouri (249 Mo. 702, 156 S. W. 967). In Journal No. 40, 
reference was made to this case, where the Supreme Court of Missouri held that 
the severe penalty provision was constitutional and that whether a corporation is ot 
is not a party to any pool the failure to file the affidavit is sufficient to bring down the 
punishment. 


NEW JERSEY. 


CORPORATIONS MAY NOT HOLD STOCK OF OTHER CORPORA- 
TIONS. The Supreme Court of New Jersey has again refused to enforce a con 
tract by a New York corporation to purchase stock of a New Jersey company. 
When this question came up originally (see Journal 46—Island Heights, etc. Co. vs. 
Brocke & Brocke (?) Corporation) it was on a motion to strike out the complaint 
on the ground, among others, that the contract was void as it violated Chap. 18, 
Laws of 1913, which limits the right of one corporation to hold the stock of another 
corporation. The motion was granted and the complaint was then amended by 
averring that the contract sued upon was made and executed in New York. The 
Court now says that even though the contract was enforceable in New York the 
Courts of New Jersey will not enforce it as it violates the public policy of that State. 
Park Heights, etc., Co. vs. Brooks & Brooks Corporation, 94 Atl. 83. The title of 
this case as reported in Journal No. 46 was taken from an incorrect typewritten report 
of the case. The correct title appears in this paragraph. 


GENERAL. 


PAR VALUE OF STOCK. “Statements may be found to the effect that par 
value is prima facie actual value (Appeal of Harris, 12 Atl. Rep., 743; Moffitt V. 
Hereford, supra), but if such statements can be deemed to announce a comprehensive 
rule, to be applied in the absence of evidence as to the property and business of the 
corporation, we cannot regard it as well founded. There is no such presumption of 
law and common experience negatives rather than raises such an inference of fact. 
We took this view in Fogg v. Blair, 139 U. S. 118, 127, when we criticized the sup- 
position ‘that the court, in the absence of averment or proof to the contrary would 
assume that it (stock) was worth par, or had substantial value.’ See also Griggs v. 
Day, 158 N. Y. 1, 23; Warren v. Stikeman, 84 App. Div. (N. Y.), 610; Beaty v. 
Johnson, 66 Ark. 529. Shares represent the proportionate interest of the share- 
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holders in the corporate enterprise, and a rule that this interest in the absence of 
all supporting evidence should be taken as actually worth the par of the shares 
would be wholly artificial. There is no exigency in the administration of justice 
which requires or justifies such an extreme assumption.’’ From the opinion of 
Justice Hughes in Commonwealth of Virginia v. State of West Virginia, Case No. 
2 original, Supreme Court of U. S., decided June 14, 1915—not yet reported. 


FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. 


CANADA. 

am 

POWERS OF PROVINCIAL COMPANIES IN FOREIGN PROVINCES. 
The much mooted question of the rights and powers of a Provincial Company to do 
business in other provinces is discussed at great length in the five opinions of the 
judges of the Supreme Court of Canada in The Bonanza Creek Gold Mining Co. 
vs. The King, 21 D. L. R. 123—(Feb. 2, 1915). 


This proposition, and that of the powers and limitation of companies formed 
under the Dominion law, has frequently been discussed ih other issues of this Journal 
(See Nos. 39, 44 and 46) and we also refer to the article by George M. Clark, Esq., 
of the Ontario bar, published as a Supplement to Journal No. 46. 


In the case above cited, the court is not unanimous, four judges, including Sir 
Charles Fitzpatrick, C. J., who writes the prevailing opinion, deciding against such 
right, while Judge Idington, in a very lengthy opinion, holds the opposite view. 


The company in question was a joint stock company incorporated by the Province 
of Ontario under the provincial Companies Act, with authority to carry on the 
business of mining. It attempted to exercise in Yukon Territory the powers for 
which it was formed and the present suit is the result of certain disputes arising from 
such attempt. 


Chief Justice Fitzpatrick refers to what was said by him in The Companies 
Reference 15 D. L. R. 332 (see Journal 44) and repeats— 


“The Parliament of Canada can alone constitute a corporation with 
capacity to carry on its business in more than one province. Companies 
incorporated by local legislatures are limited in their operations to the 
territorial area over which the incorporating legislature has jurisdiction. 
Comity cannot enlarge the capacity of a company where that capacity is 
deficient by reason of the limitations of its charter or of the constituting 
power. Comity, whatever may be the legal meaning of the word in 
international relations, cannot operate between the provinces so as to affect 
the distribution of legislative power between the Dominion and the provinces 
under the British North America Act. 


“This does not imply that a provincial company may not, in the trans- 
action of its dusiness, contract with parties or corporations residing out- 
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side the province in matters which are ancillary to the exercise of its 
substantive powers. I use the terms ‘substantive’ and ‘ancillary’ as 
descriptive of the two classes of powers inherent in the company, as these 
are used in the judgment of the Judicial Committee in City of Toronto 
v. Canadian Pacific Railway Co., (1908) A. C. 54.” 


The Court says, it may be that a provincial company can, with the consent 
of another province, exercise its civil capacities within the area of that province, 
but is of the opinion that a provincial company cannot, either with or without that 
consent fulfil the purpose for which it was organized, that is, discharge what may be 
described as its functional capacities outside the limits of the constituting province. 


This case is interesting inasmuch as it seems to settle the question of the right 
of a Provincial Company to carry on business in another Province. When the 
same proposition was submitted to this Court by the Governor-General-in-Council 
it was known as The Companies Reference (15 Dom. L. R. 332) and the six judges 
who passed on it seemed unable to agree on any definite rule, but, a majority of the 
Supreme Court, in this concrete case, having reached a conclusion, it seems neces- 
sary now to incorporate under Dominion Legislation if the company intends to 
carry on its business in more than one Province. 


FLORIDA. 


TITLE TO PROPERTY. A foreign corporation is prohibited from holding 
or disposing of property in Florida until it shall have complied with the laws regarding 
foreign corporations. Heretofore this act has cast doubt on the validity of titles 
to property acquired by unqualified foreign corporations, but the amendment of 
1915, H. B. 261, expressly provides that no violation of the act shall be held to affect 
the title to property acquired, held or disposed of in violation of the act. The 
corporation, its officers and agents are, however, subject to penalties of fine or 
imprisonment. 


NEW YORK. 


ACTION AGAINST DISSOLVED CORPORATIONS. At common law the 
dissolution of a corporation abated all actions pending against it. This was modified 
however, by the Corporation Act of New Jersey, Section 53, which provided that 
bodies corporate, although dissolved, continued for the purpose of prosecuting and 
defending, suits and of enabling them to settle their affairs. Sinnott vs. Hanan, 
214 N. Y. 454, 108 N. E. 858. In this case, although the defendant was a New 
Jersey corporation doing business in New York the Court holds that the above 
section has extraterritorial operation, as had the statute under which the corporation 
was created and which was a part of its charter and the law of its existence. There- 
fore, a foreign corporation coming into this state to do business is at all times subject 
to the law of its creation and of its domicile, and additionally to the New York laws 
under which it is allowed to transact business. 
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NEW YORK. 


FOREIGN CORPORATION MAY SUE TO PROTECT NAME. The rule 
that no foreign corporation, other than a moneyed corporation, which has failed to 
obtain a certificate of authority to do business within the state may maintain any 
action in the state on a contract made by it in the State (General Corporation Law 
Sec. 15) does not preclude its right to a suit to restrain a domestic corporation from 
using the name of the foreign corporation in unfair competition. Hoevel Sand- 
Blast Machine Co. v. Hoevel, 153 N. Y. Supp. 35. 


NEW YORK. 


INSPECTION OF STOCK BOOK. Where a foreign corporation was unable 
to exhibit its stock book to a stockholder wishing to inspect the same, the fact 
that the book was in the possession of the United States Court under a subpoena 
duces tecum was a sufficient excuse to relieve it from any penalty. Otto vs. Frank- 
lin’s, Inc., 153 N. Y. Supp. 107. For cases relating to inspection of books in New 
York see Journals Nos. 14, 19, 21, 29, 30, 36 and 44. 


OKLAHOMA. 


SINGLE ACT DOES NOT CONSTITUTE “DOING BUSINESS.” Trans- 
acting business, within the meaning of foreign corporation laws, as defined by the 
Supreme Court of Oklahoma (Fuller vs. Allen 148 Pac. Rep. 1008) is “the doing or 
performing a series of acts which occupy the time, attention and labor of men, for 
the purpose of livelihood, profit or pleasure.”” A single act will not be considered 
doing business. The mere term itself implies more than one transaction. 

In this case, International Vending Machine Company, organized in Missouri, 
made a contract with a citizen of Oklahoma by which it gave him the right to sell its 
machines in the State of Oklahoma, the machines to be delivered f. o. b. St. Louis, 
Missouri. The court says under this contract the company was not engaged in 
doing business in Oklahoma, and even though there was an attempt on the part of 
the vending company to transact business it would have been within the line of 
interstate commerce and therefore not within the inhibition of the laws of Oklahoma. 
It was a contract between citizens of two different states. If it amounted to busi- 
ness, or to transacting business, if was a transaction or doing of business between 
citizens of different states and ciearly within the rule that a sale, the parties to which 
are of different states, is a transaction of interstate commerce, wherever the con- 
tract of sale may be made, when the goods are to be transported from one state to 
another, whether the sale is made before or after shipment. Negotiation and 
sale in such cases through selling agents, or by agents to buy, is also an act of inter- 
state commerce, as is furthermore a contract between citizens of different states to 
furnish goods and perform labor relating thereto, or to manufacture and transport. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


SERVICE OF PROCESS ON THE PRESIDENT OF AN UNREGISTERED 
FOREIGN CORPORATION was held valid in Washington-Virginia Railway 
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Company, plaintiff in error, vs. Real Estate Trust Company of Philadelphia, United 
States Supreme Court No. 212, October Term, 1914 (not yet reported), which was 
appealed from the District Court of the United States for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania. 


It appeared that the plaintiff in error maintained an office, kept its ledgers, seal 
and stock books in the city of Philadelphia, where service was made. The treasurer 
of the company also maintained his office there, where he kept his books and papers. 
There were also bank deposits in that city from which its accounts were paid. These 
acts, the court found, constituted the transaction of an essential and material part 
of its business and subjected the plaintiff in error to the local jurisdiction. 


WASHINGTON. 


RECEIVERS OF FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. The Supreme Court of 
Washington in Pacific Coast Coal Co. v. Esary, 148 Pac. 579, announces the rule 
that the courts of one state have no jurisdiction to appoint a receiver for a cor- 
poration organized under the laws of another state, but that a receiver may be 
appointed for the assets of the foreign corporation which are within the state where 
the action is brought. 


GENERAL. 


AGENTS FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS. Almost every state requires the 
foreign corporations within its borders to appoint an agent upon whom process 
may be served. In some states an officer of the state is thus required to be desig- 
nated, in others an individual representative of the corporation must be appointed. 
Several states provide for alternate methods of service; that is, either on the com- 
pany’s agent or on the state officer. . The following table is of interest: 

STATES PROVIDING FOR SERVICE ON A STATE OFFICER: 
Connecticut New Hampshire Vermont 
Kansas North Dakota West Virginia 
Massachusetts Pennsylvania Wisconsin 
Mississippi Tennessee 

STATES PROVIDING FOR SERVICE ON AN AGENT REPRE- 

SENTING THE CORPORATION: 
Alabama Kentucky North Carolina 
Alaska Louisiana Ohio 
Arizona Maine Oklahoma 
Arkansas Maryland Oregon 
California Michigan Rhode Island 
Colorado Minnesota South Carolina 
Delaware Missouri South Dakota 
Florida Montana Texas 
Georgia Nebraska Utah 
Idaho Nevada Virginia 
Illinois New Jersey Washington 
Indiana New Mexico Wyoming 
Jowa New York 
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STATES PERMITTING SERVICE ON A STATE OFFICER IN THE 
ABSENCE OF A DULY APPOINTED AGENT: 


Alabama Michigan Ohio 

Arkansas Nebraska Oklahoma 

California Nevada Oregon 

Idaho New York Washington 

Indiana 

The importance of properly appointing and maintaining an agent is emphati- 

cally illustrated by the Kentucky case referred to in Journal No. 44 (S. B. Reese 
Lumber Co. v. Licking Coal & Lumber Co., 161 S. W. 1124). Here the foreign 
corporation, by instrument filed in the office of the Secretary of State, duly appointed 
one Cook, an employe, as agent for service of process. But at the time service 
was made on him in this case he was no longer an employe and did not notify the 
company. The company failed to appear to defend the suit and judgment was 
rendered against it for $783.36. The court refused to re-open the case, stating 
that the default was due to the company’s own negligence in not promptly appointing 
a successor to Cook when he left its eraploy. 


Attorneys of corporations doing business in two or more states are naturally 
anxious to guard their clients against an occurrence such as the one just described. 
To them our system offers a means of keeping promptly informed of all papers 
served on the corporation. Our agents are trained in the handling of such matters. 
The cost of appointing them is small and is a disbursement in the nature of insur- 
ance, well justified by good business judgment. We shall be glad to explain our 
system in detail to any attorney without obligation to him. 


TRUSTS AND MONOPOLIES. 
FEDERAL COURTS. 


In a most exhaustive opinion, covering one hundred and sixty-three printed 
pages, the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey has unani- 
mously decided that the United States Steel Corporation has not been guilty of 
unfair business competition, or that by its methods of doing business it has pre- 
judiced the interests of either the purchasing public or the general public. 


After referring to the opinions of the Supreme Court in the cases of the Standard 
Oil, the Tobacco, and the Powder companies, and to the opinion of this Court in the 
Keystone Watch Case Company (see Journal No. 47, p. 6), the Court (Buffington, 
J.) says: “This case is practically one of business facts.”” Then follows a careful 
analysis of the testimony obtained in large part from competitors of the Steel Cor- 
poration, as “being the first to suffer, they are the keenest to condemn,” from which 
it appears that while the Steel Corporation increased its business from 1901 to 191] 
forty odd per cent, its great competitors had shown increases of from 63.2 per cent 
to 3779.7 per cent, leading the Court to remark “The real test of monopoly is not 
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the size of that which is acquired, but the trade power of that which is not acquired;” 
and also to say: “Monopoly and unreasonable restraint of trade are, after all, not 
questions of law, but questions of hard-headed business rivalry and whether there is 
monopoly of an industry, whether trade is subjected to unreasonable restraint, 
whether there is unfair competition, are facts about which business competitors 
best know and are best qualified to speak. And it may be accepted as a fact that 
where no competitor complains, and much more so, where they unite in testifying 
that the business of the Steel Corporation has been fair, we can rest assured there 
has been neither monopoly or restraint.” 


With regard to its foreign trade the Steel Corporation contended that the creation 
and building up of a foreign steel and iron trade was one of the controlling reasons 
that led to its formation and not a purpose to restrain or monopolize interstate 
home trade, and further that no such foreign steel and iron trade could be built 
up without its large resources and the varied products which the integration and 
combination of its unics alone made possible. 


With respect to this, the Court says: ‘“The mere statement of this contention 
shows its importance, for if the two-fold purpose of this statute is to foster and 
protect trade, both foreign and interstate, and if foreign trade cannot be increased 
without some such mechanically varied and financially strong agency as this Steel 
Corporation, then manifestly such agency is not a violation of a statute whose 
purpose was to permit—not to prevent—the normal, natural and to-be-desired 
development of unrestrained, unmonopolized trade, both foreign and domestic. 
In taking up this question, we dismiss once and for all the question of mere volume 
or bigness of business. The question before us is not how much business was done, 
or how large the company that did it—the vital question is, how was the business, 
whether big or little, done—was it, in the test of the Supreme Court, done by preju- 
dicing the public interests, by unduly restricting or unduly obstructing trade? 
The question is one of undue restriction or obstruction of trade, and not of undue 
volume of trade. If mere size were the test of monopoly and trade restraint, we 
have not one but a half dozen unlawful monopolies in the large department stores 
of a single city. If a manufacturing and selling business, fully equipped for its 
local market, extends its operations to cover a state, its business, its facilities, its 
capital, must grow larger. If it is to cover nations, it must be larger still. These 
plain facts simply buttress the holdings by courts that the normal and necessary 
expansion of business to any size is not forbidden by the Sherman Law, unless such 


expansion is accompanied or accomplished by an undue restraint or obstruction 
of trade.” 


On the ‘subject of maintaining prices, the Court says: “It is a mere truism to 
say that the fixing and maintaining by a manufacturer of a fair price above cost is 
not only a right but a commercial necessity, and any other course must end in his 
bankruptcy. When such fair prices are departed from and they are unreasonably 
raised and exacted from the purchasing public, the public is prejudiced thereby. 
On the other hand, when that price is so unreasonably lowered as to drive others 
out of the business, with a view of stifling competition, not only is that wronged 
competitor individually injured, but the public is prejudiced by the stifling of com- 
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petition."”” The opinion also refers at length to the “Gary Dinners” and concludes 
that while no formal words of contract were used, most of those who took part in 
those meetings went away knowing that prices had been named and feeling bound to 
maintain them. The Court “cannot doubt that such an arrangement or under- 
standing or moral obligation—whatever name may be most appropriate, amounts 
to a combination or common action forbidden by law,”’ but believes the participants 
in this movement did not intend to act illegally and acquits them of trickiness or 
attempted evasion. While the movement would not justify so drastic a penalty 
as the dissolution of the corporation the Court announces it will, if the Government 
moves for such action, retain the bill for the purpose of restraining any similar move- 
ment by the defendants that might be contemplated hereafter. 


Allusion to the Federal Trade Commission Act, and the Clayton Law is made by 
the Court’s suggestion that under recent legislation Congress may have provided a 
sufficiently inclusive remedy for any future action that might have for its object 
the adoption or the maintenance of unreasonable prices. 


TAXATION. 
CONNECTICUT. 


AN ANNUAL TAX ON NET INCOME. Laws of 1915, Ch. 292, approved 
May 19, 1915, in effect August 1, 1915, provide for the taxation of all classes of 
corporations. Railroads are taxed on gross earnings as are also water, gas, electric 
and power companies. Insurance companies, having capital stock, pay on the market 
value of the shares of their capital stock. All other corporations carrying on business 
in the State are required to pay a tax on their net incomes for the fiscal or calendar 
year next preceding the first day of April in each year. Such corporations must 
file a copy of their federal income tax returns with the State Tax Commissioner, 
together with a statement from which the Commissioner will determine the pro- 
portion of income taxable in the State. If a company carries on business outside of 
the State the proportion of net income subject to the tax is determined as follows: 
In case of a company deriving profits principally from the ownership, sale or rental 
of real estate or from the sale or use of tangible property, it is such proportion as 
the fair cash value of the real estate and tangible personal property in the State 
bears to the fair cash value of its entire real estate and tangible personal property, 
with no deduction on account of‘any encumbrance thereon; in case of a corporation 
deriving profits principally from the holding or sale of intangible property, the 
proportion is such as its gross receipts in the State bear to its total gross receipts 
from all sources. 


The tax is due on or before August 1 in each year and is payable without penalty 
within ten days after notice and demand made by the State Treasurer. Thereafter a 


penalty of five per cent. is added and interest at the rate of three-fourths of one 
per cent. per month, 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


TAX ON TRANSFERS OF STOCK. By the laws of 1915, Chapter 372, 
Pennsylvania imposes a State tax of 2c. on each $100.00 of the face value or frac- 
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tion thereof on all sales or agreements to sell, or memoranda of sales of stock and 
upon all deliveries or transfers of stock or certificates of stock in any domestic or 
foreign corporation, whether shown on the books of the corporation or by an assign- 
ment in blank, or by any delivery of any paper or agreement or other evidence of 
sale or transfer. In cases where the shares or certificates of stock have no desig- 
nated monetary value the rate is 2c. for each share instead of being based upon 
the face value. The Act becomes effective on January 1, 1916. This is the third 


State taxing transfers of stock. New York passed an act for this purpose in 1909, 
ch. 62, and Massachusetts in 1914, ch. 770. 


INCOME TAX. 


RULINGS AND REGULATIONS. 


Since our last issue (see Corporation Journal, p. 27) a ruling has been made that 
the tax need not necessarily be withheld, by a corporation paying interest on bonds 
to a fiduciary, even though form 1019 is filed, if the corporation knows that the 
income is not taxable (p. 477). 

An opinion ofthe District Court, W. D. Michigan, S. D. rules on deductions 
from gross income (under the corporation excise tax law), which are allowable to 
railroad corporations (p. 479). 

(Note: The page references above are to our Income Tax Service, in which these 
rulings and regulations are printed in full. Some of the rulings are formal treasury 
decisions. Others are contained in letters in answer to specific questions.) 


WAR TAX. 
RULINGS AND REGULATIONS. 


Since our last issue (see Corporation Journal, p. 27) the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has ruled that no tax need be paid on transfers of stock from the name of a 
deceased person to his executor or administrator, but transfers from the executor 
or administrator to a trustee, or from the trustee to a beneficiary, are taxable (p. 
277. 

Bonds of an American corporation issued, registered and sold in a foreign coun- 
try are not required to be stamped (p. 278). 

Air-domes are taxable according to seating capacity. An air-dome adjacent 
to a theatre may be operated without additional tax if its seating capacity is no 
greater than that of the theatre and performances are not given simultaneously 
(p. 280). - 

A recent decision holds that certificates issued by state officers need not be 
stamped (p. 281). 

A conveyance of property in a foreign country is not taxable even though the 
deed is executed and delivered in this country (p. 281). 

(Note: The page references above are to our War Tax Service, in which the 
rulings and regulations are printed in full. Some of the rulings are formal treasury 
decisions. Others are contained in letters answering specific questions.) 
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FEDERAL RESERVE. 


An important regulation regarding membership of state banks in the Federal 
Reserve was issued on June 7, 1915 (p. 203). The Board has also published a series 
of informal rulings in answer to questions propounded by persons concerned with 
the new system. These rulings cover a variety of questions regarding reserve 
requirements, accounting, taxes, reports, discounts, advertising, loans, commercial 
papers, etc., etc. (pp. 211-259). A regulation regarding increase and decrease of 
capital stock of Reserve Banks appears on page 263. 

(Note: The page references are to our Federal Reserve Act Service which reports 
all regulations and regulations under the Federal Reserve Act.) 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. 
RULES OF PRACTICE. 


THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION adopted rules of practice on June 
7, 1915. These rules appear in full in our Trade Commission Service (pp. 42-45). 
Copies of these rules may be obtained upon request directed to our New York Office. 


U. S. SUPREME COURT. 
ADJOURNMENT. 


On Monday, June 21st, the Supreme Court adjourned the October 1914 term. 
The adjournment marks the completion of twenty-five years operation of the 
present judicial system instituted by the Evarts Law of 1890. This Law created 
the nine circuit courts of appeals to relieve the Supreme Court of the great pres- 
sure of cases which were congesting its dockets. At the opening of the new system 
the Supreme Court was three years behind in its work. To-day the Court is only 
one year behind. During the twenty-five years 10,766 cases have been filed and 
11,419 disposed of, which includes 1,200 cases on the docket when the new system 
went into effect. During the term just expired, the Court disposed of 539 cases, 
leaving 524 cases not disposed of—the lowest number in six years. Our Supreme 
Court Service reported all cases of interest to our subscribers and sent out opin- 
ions in over 300 cases. This Service furnishes copies of opinions to subscribers 
at the earliest possible moment after the case is decided, which is usually two 


weeks to a month before such opinions appear in the regular channels of publi- 
cation. 


STATE LEGISLATURES. 


ADJOURNMENTS. Since our last issue (see Corporation Journal, p. 28) 
the Legislatures of Florida, Illinois and Ohio have adjourned the 1915 Regular 
Sessions. Special Sessions in Louisiana and Texas have also adjourned. The 
General Assembly of the State of Georgia convened in Regular Session on June 
23 and the Legislature of Alabama is to reconvene on July 13, after having been 
in recess since February 18. Our Legislative Department is prepared to furnish 
advance copies of any Act passed in 1915 by any State Legislature or by Congress, 
making a charge therefor of 15c. per folio. 


THE CORPORATION JOURNAL should be kept in a binder for convenient 
reference. We furnish a substantial binder for $1.50. 
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